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DETAILED ACTION 
Terminal Disclaimer 

The terminal disclaimer filed on 12/15/03 disclaiming the terminal portion of any 
patent granted on this application which would extend beyond the expiration date of 
Patent No. 6,052,672 has been reviewed and is accepted. The terminal disclaimer has 
been recorded. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 16 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim language 
should not contain abbreviations. CAA should be spelled out. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Claim 16 claims a method "wherein said pricing method is Cross CAA Bundled 
Tiering". Examiner has been unable to locate within the specification nor publicly 



Application/Control Number: 09/183,335 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3628 

available non-patent literature a definition of "Cross CAA Bundled Tiering" sufficient to 
allow the examiner to consider Claim 16 on its merits. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1 -2, 4- 15 and 19 - 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Disclosed Prior Art (applicant's specification, pp. 1, line 15-2, line 

21) and Parsaye (Parsaye, Kamran & Chignell, Mark. Expert Systems For Experts. 

John Wiley & Sons. 1988. pp. 35-60, 177-178, 191 -210 and 295-309). 

Regarding Claims 1 - 2, Disclosed Prior Art discloses, a method for pricing 

financial transactions (products), said method comprising: 

■ creating a plurality of price tables (fee arrangements - see p. 2, lines 1 - 

7); 
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■ a plurality of product rules (product designation. "Fee arrangements can 
take many shapes, e.g., by product ..." - see p. 2, lines 1-7) each 
applicable to one or more of said financial transactions (products), wherein 
each of said product rules (product designation) is linked to one of said 
price tables (fee arrangements), (see p. 2, lines 1 - 21); and 

■ for each one of said financial transactions (products), (see p. 2, lines 1 - 
21): 

■ identifying an applicable one of said product rules (product designations) 
for said transaction (product), (see p. 2, lines 1-21); and 

■ pricing said transaction (calculating fee for said product) according to the 
price table (fee arrangement) linked to said identified applicable product 
rule (product designation), (see p. 2, lines 1 -21); and 

■ wherein said price table (fee arrangement) comprises a billing (calculation 
of fees) method, (see p. 2, lines 1-21). 

Disclosed Prior Art does not teach in a data processing system , a method for 
pricing financial transactions, said method comprising: 

■ creating, in a database system of the data processing system , a plurality 
of price tables; and 

■ creating, in the database system , a plurality of product rules each 
applicable to one or more of said financial transactions, wherein each of 
said product rules is linked to one of said price tables. 
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Disclosed Prior Art does not teach that the utilization of price tables (fee 
arrangements) is automated. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have automated the method, since 
it has been held that broadly providing a mechanical or automatic means to replace 
manual activity that accomplishes the same result involves only routine skill in the art. In 
reVenner, 120 USPQ 192. 

Storage of information in a database and the use of a rule-based system/method 
for retrieval and filtering of said information is old and well-known in the art of computer 
system designs and expert system design, as evidenced by Parsaye (see pp. 35 - 60 
and 195-211). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Disclosed Prior Art by incorporating a 
database storage capacity and a rule-based system/method for retrieval, as disclosed 
by Parsaye, to allow for the use of an expert system to automate the retrieval and 
application of data, such as pricing, efficiently and quickly. 

Regarding Claim 4, Disclosed Prior Art does not teach a method wherein: 

■ each of said product rules is linked to one of said price tables by a price 
table name. 

Parsaye discloses a method wherein: 

■ each of said product rules (rules) is linked (related) to one of said price 
tables (frames) by a price table name (frame-name), (see pp. 191 - 200, 
especially 5.8.1. Rules That Act on Frames, p. 196). 
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It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Disclosed Prior Art and Parsaye by incorporating 
a linkage between the product rule (product designation) and price tables (frames) by 
the name of the price table (frame), as disclosed by Parsaye, to incorporate and utilize 
standard conventions and procedures commonly utilized for rule-based expert systems, 
such as allowing the rule access to the stored information. 

Regarding Claim 5 - 15, Disclosed Prior Art discloses a method: 

■ wherein an entry in each of said price tables (fee arrangements) 
comprises a pricing method (fee), (see p. 2, lines 1 - 21). 

Neither Disclosed Prior Art nor Parsaye disclose a method: 

■ wherein said pricing method is flat fee: 

■ wherein said pricing method is unit price: 

■ wherein said pricing method is unit cost: 

■ wherein said pricing method is volume discount: 

■ wherein said pricing method is tiering: 

■ wherein said pricing method is cost plus: 

■ wherein said pricing method is minimum revenue: 

■ wherein said pricing method is markup of total price: and 

■ wherein said pricing method is bundled pricing: 

The above cited pricing methods are old and well-known in the art of marketing 
and product pricing. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Disclosed Prior Art and Parsaye by 
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incorporating various old and well-known pricing methods into the price tables (fee 
arrangements) allowing for pricing of financial transactions (products) based upon any 
old and well-known pricing strategies that the inventor desired. 

Regarding Claim 19, Disclosed Prior Art does not teach a method wherein: 

■ said product rules comprise a default rule. 

Default rules in a rule-based expert system is old and well-known in the art of 
computer system design and expert system design, as evidenced by Parsaye (see pp. 
177 - 178). It would have been obvious to have modified Disclosed Prior Art and 
Parsaye by incorporating a default rule, as disclosed by Parsaye, allowing for the 
assumption that some "events have regular or default behavior." (see p. 177). 

Regarding Claim 20 - 22, Disclosed Prior Art discloses a method wherein: 

■ said price table (fee arrangement) contains prices (fees), (fee 
arrangements - see p. 2, lines 1 - 7). 

Neither Disclosed Prior Art nor Parsaye teach a method wherein: 

■ said price table (fee arrangement) contains costs: and 

■ said price table (fee arrangement) contains negative values (costs/losses). 
Consideration of costs and negative values (costs/losses) in pricing is old and 

well-known in the art of marketing and pricing. It would have been obvious to have 
modified Disclosed Prior Art and Parsaye by incorporating costs and negative values 
into the pricing tables (fee arrangements) allowing for inclusion of old and well-known 
considerations utilized in pricing. 
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Claims 3, 17 - 18 and 23 - 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Disclosed Prior Art and Parsaye, as in Claim 1 above, and in further 
view of Hendler (Hendler, James A. Expert Systems: The User Interface, Albex 
Publishing Corporation. Norwood, NJ. 1988. pp. 31, 46 -47, 113 and 133). 

Regarding Claim 3, Disclosed Prior Art discloses a method, wherein each of 
said product rules (product designation) comprises: 

■ a name of said product rule (product designation. "Fee arrangements can 
take many shapes, e.g., by product ..." - see p. 2, lines 1 - 7 - Inherently 
there must some name for the product if the fee arrangement is organized 
by product); and 

■ pricing and billing information (fee arrangements - see p. 2, lines 1 - 7). 
Disclosed Prior Art does not teach a method wherein each of said product rules 

comprises: 

■ a name of said product rule; 

■ a status of said product rule: 

■ pricing and billing information , including a link to one of said price tables: 
and 

■ display only information. 

Parsaye discloses a method wherein each said produce rule (rule) comprises: 

■ including a link (relation) to one of said data in information storage 
(frames). ("Rules, which relate facts and frames." - see p. 57). 
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Hendler discloses a method wherein each of said product rules (rules) 
comprises: 

■ a name of said product rule (rule), ("...shows the importance of naming 
rules carefully in the first place..." - see p. 113); 

■ a status of said product rule (rule). ("The ":::" marks the beginning of rule 
attributes. There are predefined system attributes, such as status and 
author." - see p. 133); and 

■ display only information. (Rule accesses knowledge base and retrieved 
information is "selectively displayed as desired by the knowledge base 
author or eventual users by using the DISPLAY command (e.g. DISPLAY 
DEFINITION (OBESITY) or DISPLAY CERTIFICATION)." - see pp. 46 - 
47). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Disclosed Prior Art and Parsaye by incorporating 
a linkage between the product rule and stored data, as disclosed by Parsaye, and 
naming the product rule, providing a status of the product rule and assigning display 
only information, as disclosed by Hendler, to incorporate and utilize standard 
conventions and procedures commonly utilized for rule-based expert systems. 

Regarding Claim 17, neither Disclosed Prior Art nor Parsaye teach a method 
wherein said product rule further comprises: 

■ a plurality of mandatory attributes, said mandatory attributes include an 
identifier for said product rule. 
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Hendler discloses a method wherein said product rule further comprises: 

■ a plurality of optional/mandatory attributes (rule attributes), said mandatory 
attributes (rule attributes) include an identifier (name) for said product rule, 
(supra - see pp. 1 1 3 and 1 33). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Disclosed Prior Art, Parsaye and Hendler by 
incorporating attributes, both optional and mandatory, with one attribute including an 
identifier (name) to the product rule, as disclosed by Hendler, to incorporate and utilize 
standard conventions and procedures commonly utilized for rule-based expert systems, 
such as providing the rule an identifier by which access to the rule can be obtained. 

Regarding Claim 18, Disclosed Prior Art does not teach a method further 
comprising: 

■ in creating one of said product rules, applying a validating rule to validate 
said product rules prior to committing said product rules to said database 
system. 

Validation and verification of rules within a rule-based expert system prior to 
implementation is old and well-known in the art of computer system design and expert 
system design, as evidenced by Parsaye (see pp. 295 - 309) and Hendler (see p. 31). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified Disclosed Prior Art, Parsaye and Hendler by incorporating a 
validating rule, as disclosed by Parsaye and Hendler, to access the validity and 
accuracy of the rules prior to implementation of the system. 
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Regarding Claim 23, further system claim would have been obvious from 
method claims rejected above, Claims 1, 4 and 17, in combination, and is therefore 
rejected using the same art and rationale. 

Regarding Claim 24, further system claim would have been obvious from 
method claim rejected above, Claim 2, and is therefore rejected using the same art and 
rationale. 

Regarding Claim 25, further system claim would have been obvious from 
method claim rejected above, Claim 3, and is therefore rejected using the same art and 
rationale. 

Regarding Claim 26, further system claim would have been obvious from 
method claim rejected above, Claim 17, and is therefore rejected using the same art 
and rationale. 

Regarding Claim 27, further system claim would have been obvious from 
method claims rejected above, Claims 3 and 17, in combination, and is therefore 
rejected using the same art and rationale. 

Regarding Claim 28, further system claim would have been obvious from 
method claims rejected above, Claim 18, and is therefore rejected using the same art 
and rationale. 

Regarding Claim 29, further system claim would have been obvious from 
method claims rejected above, Claim 19, and is therefore rejected using the same art 
and rationale. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to pending claims have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason M. Borlinghaus whose telephone number is (571) 
272-6924. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am-5:00pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hyung Sough can be reached on (571) 272-6799. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



*** 
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